Brigham Young University

BYU ScholarsArchive
Faculty Publications
2009-04-01

Tapping Utah's Scholarly Works
C. Jeffrey Belliston
jeffrey_belliston@byu.edu

Allyson Mower
Cheryl Walters

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/facpub
Part of the Scholarly Publishing Commons

Original Publication Citation
29 Utah Library Association Conference, Sandy, Utah
BYU ScholarsArchive Citation
Belliston, C. Jeffrey; Mower, Allyson; and Walters, Cheryl, "Tapping Utah's Scholarly Works" (2009). Faculty
Publications. 1254.
https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/facpub/1254

This Presentation is brought to you for free and open access by BYU ScholarsArchive. It has been accepted for
inclusion in Faculty Publications by an authorized administrator of BYU ScholarsArchive. For more information,
please contact ellen_amatangelo@byu.edu.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

•OpenDOAR describes itself as “an authoritative directory of academic open access
repositories.” (http://www.opendoar.org/)
•Seventy different platforms show in the OpenDOAR software list.
•My review of that list tells me that some of the 70 are actual repository softwares.
Others are not. They are programming languages.
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•Some interesting statistics about these 70 platforms
•35 (50%) of these platforms have only 1 installation
•16 (23%) have between 2 and 8 installations
•The 3 largest platforms in terms of numbers of installations are
•DSpace
•EPrints
•Bepress/Digital Commons
•You may also have heard of Fedora which, with Fez (a user interface to sit in front of
Fedora), has 16 installations.
•Others having a significant number include OPUS with 51 installations and WildFire
with 23. The interesting thing about these two is that they are both very countryspecific. OPUS is installed only in German institutions and WildFire only in Dutch
institutions.
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•Repository software comes in what might be described as two “flavors”
•“Open Source” is software which can be used by anyone without charge. While it
may have been written by a single individual or a small gropu of individuals, it
typcially have a community or group of dedicated volunteer programmers who tend
the core of the software.
•Proprietary software is owned by a for-profit entity and licensed to users similar to
how most ILS software has been licensed up to this point.
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•Just as there are differences in software types, there are different ways that the
software can be hosted.
•As the slide depicts, both software types can be either commercially- or self-hosted.
•BYU’s IR began on DSpace which we hosted locally.
•BioMed Central (BMC for short) offers a commercially-hosted option of
DSpace called Open Repository
•BYU is now on CONTENTdm which is now an OCLC product. You can license
CONTENTdm for either local-hosting (which is what BYU does) or for hosting
by OCLC.
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•As with almost everything where there are multiple options, there are both
advantages and disadvantages to each of the two software types and to each of the
two hosting possibilities
•Open Source
•Free is good … right? It certainly can be if you have no budget.
•The availability of the code means that you can do what you want with it.
However, it also means that you have to know how to do something with it.
And, if you do something with it, will it get written back into the core.
•Where there is an active developer community, there will be a
governance structure that controls the core or base code. If your
customizations don’t get written into the base code, then, as that base
code advances, you either have to re-implement your changes or
abandon the base and continue on with something that has essentially
become a home-grown, unique solution.
•That said, getting something written into base code of an open source
product will in many instances be easier than influencing the direction of a
proprietary commercial product—especially if you’re a small library.
•If you don’t have any or much IT support, then having someone else manage
your install and maintenance can make proprietary software a good choice IF
you have the $ to pay for it.
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[SLIDE IS SELF-EXPLANATORY.TALK THROUGH THE POINTS.]
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•As previously mentioned, BYU’s IR began on DSpace. The DSpace repository opened
in late 2003.
•Initially the repository’s look and feel was customized to look like BYU.
•As with most other early adopters of the idea of an IR, we thought faculty would
intuitively grasp that it was a good thing and would be happy, even eager, to put their
articles into it. DSpace made self-submission a possibility.
•Since faculty were going to do it themselves, no one would necessarily need to be in
charge or tend the repository or so the thinking was.
•It didn’t work out that way. The declarative “they will come.” turned into the
interrogative “will they come?”.
•The answer is “No” – at least not until they see a reason to do so and you make it
even easier for them.
•This isn’t because faculty are venal or uncaring. They are simply busy and
unwilling to add anything new unless there is some incentive to do so.
•Between 2003 and 2007, BYU’s IR essentially suffered from benign neglect.
•The perceived lake of content that would be self-submitted was really a
puddle and it quickly dried up after the initial pilot programs played out.
•Though the software was updated, our IT department didn’t have time to recustomize the look and feel and so the branding was lost. You had to look very
hard to see that the site belonged to BYU.
•The reality that faculty would not self-submit in any great numbers brought
to the fore that there were functionality and workflow issues that needed to
be addressed.
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•I was put in charge of the IR in late 2006 and was given an assistant shortly
thereafter.
•Both I and my assistant, Rebekah Sykes,faced a definite learning curve since this was
well beyond the realm of anything I had done earlier.
•We did what we could, without technical expertise, to revive the repository.
Branding it seemed an absolutely essential element of our strategy to revive it.
However, our IT area had more than enough on their plate and this was seen as a low
priority.
•In early 2008, there were some staffing changes in the IT area that allowed some
programmer time to be assigned to the repository. Rebekah and I were ready with a
project proposal to address both the re-customization and what we felt were
significant functionality issues.
•As the chair of the programming department reviewed our proposal, he had a light
bulb moment.
•We were already using CONTENTdm for our digital collections.
•CONTENTdm already had most of the functionality we were looking to
incorporate into DSpace through the proposed project.
•Consequently, we decided to abandon DSpace in favor of CONTENTdm.
•Doing so reduced the number of repositories while also taking advantage of
existing expertise rather than trying to bring a programmer up to speed on
DSpace.
•For us, it has turned out to be a good solution.
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It is not an infringement for a library or archives to make one copy of a published
work and up to three copies of an unpublished work and distribute the copies. As
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it is not for direct or indirect commercial advantage
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the reproduction includes a notice of copyright ownership
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restrict access to the campus (via library IP ranges and/or unid/password)
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